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Abstract 
Providing welfare can be seen as an important duty of the state to ensure overall equality and 
social security. Particularly in the Nordic countries, this has been done on a large scale, as the 
Nordic model has traditionally granted social benefits to all layers of society, based on high 
levels of trust and solidarity. How does such a universalistic welfare model respond to large 
inflows of immigrants that have arrived in this particular group of countries over time? The 
welfare state that was built by the long established social democratic parties in the Nordic 
countries throughout the second half of the 20th century has been a topic of political debate as 
a result of mass-immigration. Denmark and Sweden, in particular, have responded differently 
to the waves of immigrants with diverging immigration and naturalization policies. Although 
both countries were originally characterized by Berglund and Lindström’s five-party 
Scandinavian model, the traditional parties have shifted in their ideology and new parties have 
emerged. Most notably there has been an emergence of radical right-wing parties who depict 
immigrants as a threat to the welfare state, thereby utilizing a welfare-chauvinistic rhetoric. 
Furthermore, a clear shift to the right can be observed for the social democrats in Denmark, as 
well as the emergence of a left and right block in Sweden. The latter case, then, has become 
more like a two-party system than a multi-party system. Through a method of theory-testing 
process tracing over the course of roughly the last fifty years, this thesis argues that the threat 
of immigration to the welfare state in Nordic countries has been a pivotal factor for these 
alterations to the party systems of Denmark and Sweden. 
 
Keywords: Denmark, immigration, Nordic model, party system, Sweden, welfare-chauvinism, 
welfare state 
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1| Introduction 
 
“Mass immigration is not profitable, we know this today. We know that in reality it brings an enormous 
cost and strains on our society. Where there was once order and well-being, here now is barbed wire and 
surveillance cameras. You have created a Sweden where families are forced to move because they no 
longer feel safe in their own neighbourhoods. A Sweden where the welfare is collapsing, where friends and 
family die waiting for medical care” (Sverigedemokraterna, 2017, 0:22). 
 
The Nordic countries, commonly referred to as the Scandinavian countries, typically encompass 
Sweden, Denmark, Norway, Finland and Iceland. This group of countries shares a heritage in 
terms of culture, which is evident from how these countries strive for equality and solidarity in 
society (Veggeland, 2016). The social-democratic welfare regime that can be found in these 
countries, also known as the ‘Nordic model’, has been described as highly universalistic, 
providing social support for all groups in society (Esping-Andersen, 1990). Moreover, the 
Nordic countries are open to multiculturalism and the inclusion of immigrants into their welfare 
states.  
 This Nordic openness has resulted in the arrival of multiple waves of immigrants 
throughout the last couple of decades, thereby leading to a considerable degree of heterogeneity 
in society and new groups becoming part of the generous welfare state (Brochmann & Hagelund, 
2012, pp. 5-18). As was already voiced back in 1986 by political scientist Gary Freeman (1986): 
“When the welfare state is seen as something for ‘them’ paid for by ‘us’, its days as a consensual 
solution to societal problems are numbered”. This exemplifies how such new groups might pose 
a challenge for the comprehensive Nordic model, which was originally based around a 
homogenous population. The welfare state that was built by the long established social 
democrats in the Nordic countries has been a topic of political debate as a result of immigration. 
Denmark and Sweden, in particular, have responded differently to the waves of immigrants 
with diverging immigration and naturalization policies. Although both countries were originally 
characterized by Berglund and Lindström’s five-party Scandinavian model (Berglund & 
Lindström, 1978), the traditional parties have shifted in their ideology. Moreover, new parties 
have emerged, most notably the radical right-wing parties who depict immigrants as a threat to 
the welfare state, thereby utilizing a welfare-chauvinistic rhetoric. This is illustrated by the 
quote above by Jimmie Åkesson, party leader of the Sweden Democrats. The research question 
that is thesis therefore aims to answer is: “to what extent has immigration as a threat to the 
welfare state affected the party system in Nordic countries?”. Through a method of theory-
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testing process tracing over the course of roughly the last fifty years, this thesis will argue that 
the threat of immigration to the welfare state in Nordic countries has been a pivotal factor for 
alterations to the party systems of Denmark and Sweden. The aim of this research is twofold: 
to contribute to the academic knowledge regarding welfare systems by commenting on the 
resilience of the social-democratic welfare model, and increasing the knowledge on party 
system change in the Nordic context. 
 This thesis consists of six sections, including the introduction. In the second section, the 
research and proposed causal relation will be related to the existing literature, thereby 
highlighting its academic relevance. This is followed by a theoretical framework in the third 
section, in which the applied theories for this research will be described, as well as the resulting 
theoretical expectations and conceptualizations of the main factors of this research. Then, in the 
fourth section, the methods will be described. This section will include the research design, an 
elaboration of the data collection and case selection, and the operationalization of the key 
factors. Finally, in the fifth section, the research results will be presented for the two examined 
cases, followed by a discussion and conclusion in the sixth section. 
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2| Literature review 
 
The welfare state has been defined as a state sponsored system of providing basic welfare 
benefits to citizens. How, and to what extent, this is achieved in practice differs from state to 
state, as each of them have developed different types of welfare systems (Esping-Andersen, 
1990, pp. 18-33). Aspalter (2017), based on analyses of twenty-five diverse welfare state 
systems, argues that welfare systems are crucial for solving poverty and inequality. Although 
risks involved in managing welfare states are discussed by Aspalter, challenges for the 
sustainability of the welfare state systems have not received much attention. 
 Pressures to reform the welfare state have been discussed by a number of authors. 
Pierson (1994) has written on the sustainability of welfare programs during a period of austerity. 
He has demonstrated that welfare states have been burdened from 1973 on because of economic 
shocks and demographic issues, which inevitably led to reforms. Based on an analysis of the 
conservative retrenchment policies of Reagan and Thatcher in the US and the UK in the 1980s, 
Pierson concludes that significant reforms of the welfare state remained absent, due to its 
resilience and strong political support. Pierson’s explanation is that it is generally a more 
difficult task to cut back on the welfare state in contrast to expanding it, as public resistance 
against loss of social benefits is harder to manage than an increase in tax rates in order to extend 
these benefits.  
 Another pressure to reform the welfare state is the impact of immigration. Crepaz (2008) 
has discussed the effect of the growing diversity of populations on the public trust in the 
viability of welfare state in Sweden, Germany, and the US, based on public opinion polls. He 
concludes that no evidence can be found for a “withdrawal” of the public from welfare 
provisions, which is in line with Pierson’s theory. The author interestingly notes that the highest 
levels of trust exist in Scandinavian countries, which have the most comprehensive welfare 
states. 
  The Nordic approach to welfare spending that is described by Crepaz (2008) has 
traditionally been classified as a social democratic welfare regime that is characterized by 
universalism, solidarity, and de-commodification, based on Esping-Andersen’s three welfare 
regimes (Esping-Andersen, 1990). Many studies have been done on the sustainability of the 
social democratic Nordic model. Often-mentioned challenges are an aging population, 
immigration, globalization, and financial and debt crises (Djuve, 2016; Kvist & Greve, 2011).  
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Multiple aspects have been taken into account concerning the challenge of immigration. Gerdes 
and Wadensjö (2012) have looked at the economic sustainability of the Nordic model, stating 
that the economic effects of immigration are negligible, as immigrants do not affect the 
employment rates or wages of the native-born negatively. This is explained by the results of 
their research, which point out that native-born employees and immigrants often complement 
each other in terms of skill-level, therefore leading to higher wages for the skilled native-born 
labour for example, as a result of an increase in supply of unskilled labour paired with lower 
wages. 
 Then, building further on the sustainability of the Nordic model, Grødem (2016) has 
examined three potential weaknesses. First, concerning the economic sustainability of the 
welfare state, it is crucial for the Nordic model to have high employment rates. Although these 
are hard to achieve for immigrants, the author states that data does not support the notion that 
it has been difficult to employ immigrants. This can be explained by the Nordic tradition of 
activating measures, which aim to achieve full employment. Secondly, concerning the political 
sustainability, the assumption is that comprehensive welfare systems like the Nordic model are 
based on largely homogenous populations, and will lose support if the distribution of the group 
of welfare recipients is altered. This links to the argument made by Crepaz (2008). Grødem also 
does not find evidence for a loss of public trust in the welfare state as a result of immigration. 
An explanation for this is the transparency of the welfare arrangements. Lastly, the strongly 
embedded emphasis on gender equality and female employment in Nordic countries could 
result in societal tensions, as immigrant families tend to deviate in their views concerning 
family roles. However, no evidence of exceptional strong tensions regarding this issue has been 
found either, which seems to be a result of all the measures in place that support female 
employment. As a conclusion, the Nordic model is argued to be resilient to immigration due to 
its strengths (Grødem, 2016).  
 Literature shows that Nordic countries differ with regard to immigration policies that 
have been introduced (Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012; Grødem, 2016, pp. 151-154), and that 
the welfare issue has led to shifts in the political debate and voting behaviour (Grødem, 2016, 
pp. 159-160). However, no causal link between these phenomena has been made when 
comparing the different countries. Nevertheless similar comparissions have been done on a 
between Sweden and Denmark by Rydgren (2010), and later between Sweden, Denmark and 
Norway by Brochmann (2015). Rydgren concluded that the appeal of welfare-chauvinism has 
been greater in Denmark than in Sweden. This is essentially a rhetoric that is used by parties to 
depict non-natives as a threat to the welfare state, which should therefore be excluded to protect 
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the native ‘common man’ (Norocel, 2016). Therefore, radical right-wing parties have been able 
to influence the party system more in Denmark according to Rydgren. Brochmann comes to a 
similar conclusion, stating that the three countries analyzed have differed in their attitude 
towards the inclusion of migrants in receiving welfare provisions. This is argued to be the result 
of a varying saliency of the nativist discourse per country, meaning that the different Nordic 
countries alter in the extent to which they see the native population as more important than non-
natives. 
 Berglund and Lindström (1978), followed by Arter (1999) and Sundberg (1999), have 
done a more extensive analysis of party system change in the Nordic countries. Berglund and 
Lindström (1978) argue that a stable five-party model could be observed in Scandinavia from 
the 1920s until the 1970s, consisting of communist parties, social democratic parties, liberal 
parties, agrarian parties, and conservative parties, with only slight variations among the 
countries. For each country these five parties fall, in this order, from left to right in a single 
dimension defined in economic terms. The party system is traditionally characterized by a two-
plus-three structure, with the parliamentary left consisting of the social democrats and the 
communists, while the non-socialist camp encompasses the liberals, conservatives, and the 
agrarians (Arter, 2011; Berglund & Lindström, 1978). It is argued that the stability between the 
1920s and 1970s of their five-party Scandinavian model is based mainly on the socio-economic 
(class) cleavage. Sundberg (1999) has argued that, although the five-party Scandinavian model 
has disappeared, the Scandinavian model is still ‘frozen’ in Lipset and Rokkan’s terms (Lipset 
& Rokkan, 1967, p. 50). His argument is that the socio-economic cleavage has remained 
fundamental for the enduring electoral strength of the three pole parties, namely the social 
democrats, the agrarians, and the conservatives, around which the class base is built. Arter 
(1999), building on the analytical framework of Berglund and Lindström, has looked at party 
system change since 1970. He argues that, although there is clear evidence that the traditional 
Scandinavian five-party system has been ‘unfrozen’ in terms of party competition, it is an 
exaggeration to suggest that there has been a complete transformation with regard to core 
features, as the same traditional parties remain important. Both Arter’s and Sundberg’s analyses 
are dated, however. More recently, Arter (2011) has contested Sundberg’s conclusion, stating 
that although core persistence of the three pole parties can be observed, the ‘enduring 
Scandinavian party system’ should not be exaggerated. This is because new parties continue to 
gain significant support, thereby leading to an increased dimensionality and a more polarized 
character of the Scandinavian party systems. 
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 Although the rise of the radical right-wing parties (thereby indicating a rise in the usage 
of the welfare-chauvinistic rthetoric) is mentioned as a major difference in terms of party system 
change, immigration as a threat to the Nordic welfare states is barely mentioned in relation to 
party system change. Therefore, a meaningful question would be: to what extent has 
immigration as a threat to the welfare state affected the party system in Nordic countries? This 
is a scientifically relevant gap in the literature as it has become clear from the literature that 
Nordic countries share many common features, including their traditional party system and 
welfare model, but have diverged in their attitude towards issues such as migration over the 
course of roughly the last fifty years.  
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3| Theoretical framework 
 
3.1 Theories 
The research question suggests that there is a gap in the literature concerning the relation 
between the threat of immigration to the welfare state in the Nordic countries, and the extent to 
which the party system has changed in these countries. The literature does not discuss any 
concrete theory on a relation between these factors, as the authors focus mostly on the 
sustainability of Nordic welfare states with regard to pressures such as immigration (Crepaz, 
2008; Grødem, 2016; Pierson, 1994). Their theory is that the Nordic welfare states have resilient 
features such as the high levels of trust that exist in societies through which they can resist 
pressures. 
It is suggested, however, that the Nordic countries have experienced different 
transformations of their party system. One theory is that the Nordic countries differ from each 
other with regard to the saliency of political issues. Because of this, some types of parties have 
been able to gain more electoral success in some countries than in others (Arter, 1999; Arter, 
2011; Berglund & Lindström, 1978; Brochmann, 2015; Rydgren, 2010; Sundberg, 1999). For 
instance, large differences have been found between the Danish and Swedish attitude towards 
immigrants, which is apparent in both the political parties and the electorate (Brochmann, 2015; 
Rydgren, 2010). 
The first theory could be useful for this research as it will be relevant to see whether this 
theory still holds for the examined countries, or if discrepancies such as altering levels of public 
trust can be detected. The second theory, regarding party system change will be more useful for 
this research, because its purpose is to shed light on the different paths that have been taken by 
the Nordic countries. 
 
3.2 Theoretical expectations 
Based on the literature, a causal link is expected to be found between the extent to which 
immigration has been experienced as a threat to the welfare state by the different Nordic 
countries, and the extent to which their party systems have changed as a result.  
Arter (1999; 2011), Berglund and Lindström (1978), and Rydgren (2010) have 
presented this type of causation most clearly. Based on their findings, the expectation is that 
different political preferences and salient issues exist in each country, thus altering each party 
system in a different manner. Out of the two countries to be examined, the expectation is that 
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the Danish party system has diverged most from the five-party Scandinavian model. 
Immigration has been securitized here more as a threat to society, which led to more electoral 
success of (radical) right-wing parties (Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012; Rydgren, 2010). 
Securitization has been defined by Ole Waever as the act of “a securitizing actor claiming an 
existential threat to a valued referent object in order to make the audience tolerate extraordinary 
measures that otherwise would not have been acceptable” (Waever, 2011, p. 469). The Swedish 
party system is expected to have diverged the least due to its stable party system that has 
continuously resembled Berglund and Lindström’s five-party Scandinavian model closely with 
a strong historical position of the Social Democrats. This has led to a stable consensus over the 
Swedish democracy and welfare model until the 1990s, and the fact that the migration issue has 
never become politicized Sweden (Arter, 1999, p. 143; Fryklund, 2013, pp. 270-271; Rydgren, 
2010). The most evident expectation for these two cases is that there will be a difference 
between them in terms of success of the radical right-wing parties, as it is common for these 
types of party to use a welfare-chauvinistic rhetoric when talking about immigration. The 
welfare-chauvinist appeal is expected to be present more in Denmark than in Sweden due to the 
difference between the cases in terms of saliency of the migration issue, thus likely leading to 
more electoral success of radical right-wing parties in Denmark than in Sweden. 
Regarding the first theory discussed, which states that the Nordic welfare model is likely 
to resist pressures on the welfare state due to its resilient features (Crepaz, 2008; Grødem, 2016; 
Pierson, 1994), the actual burdening of the Nordic welfare states is expected to be marginal. 
Therefore, in terms of party system changes, the effect of a perceived (subjective) threat of 
immigration to the welfare state should be larger than empirical (objective) facts that depict the 
extent to which the Nordic welfare states are being eroded. 
 
3.3 Conceptualizations 
The potential causal relation that this research aims to uncover consists of two main factors. 
The first factor is “immigration as a threat to the welfare state”. This independent factor 
will refer to a subjective attitude towards immigration, namely that it is perceived as a threat to 
the welfare state, as well as to empirical (objective) facts that depict the extent to which the 
Nordic welfare states are being eroded as a result of immigration. Both the objective and 
subjective notion of immigration as a threat to the welfare state are chosen, as party system 
changes can be a result of either. How Nordic countries experience immigration as a threat to 
the welfare state in subjective sense is conceptualized in terms of how the different Nordic 
countries see immigrants as unrightfully claiming welfare benefits and thus eroding the welfare 
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state, which has also been referred to as welfare chauvinism (Hellström, Nilsson & Stoltz, 2012, 
p. 197; Norocel, 2016, pp. 380-381). This conceptualization is chosen as it is a common rhetoric 
in party positions towards immigration, especially for radical right-wing parties. Furthermore, 
the conceptualization of immigration as a threat to the welfare state includes objective threats 
of immigration to the economic and political sustainability of the Nordic welfare states, based 
on the possible threats highlighted by Grødem (2016). These encompass the potentially low 
employment rates among immigrants, as well a lack of support for the welfare state among 
natives. 
The second factor is “the party system”. This dependent factor will refer to the range of 
political parties that exist and interact with each other in a political system characterized by 
party competition (Arter, 1999; Berglund & Lindström, 1978, pp. 12-16; Smith, 1989). Party 
system changes are conceptualized as modifications of Berglund and Lindström’s five-party 
Scandinavian model (Berglund & Lindström, 1978). Party system changes or modifications to 
the five-party Scandinavian model are understood as changes to its composition within the 
electoral arena (shifts in the relevant dimensions that determine voting behaviour as well as 
shifts in support for parties), the parliamentary arena (shifts in numbers of parties represented), 
and the ideological space (shifts in the position of parties on different dimensions). These 
changes are clarified in the operationalization (Arter, 1999; Berglund & Lindström, 1978, pp. 
12-19). 
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4| Methods 
 
4.1 Research design 
The purpose of this research is to determine to what extent the Nordic party systems have been 
altered as a result of immigration as a threat to the welfare state. Although the theories will be 
tested to some extent, they will also serve as tool to understand the examined cases, thereby 
giving leeway for alternative explanations (Gerring, 2008). This research will therefore be 
deductive on the outset with an inductive prospect. Differences between the cases will be 
analyzed to find out what causes similar cases to have different outcomes. 
A qualitative method of theory-testing process tracing has been selected for this research. 
This form of qualitative analysis is best suited for finding an answer to the research question as 
party system changes resulting from immigration as a threat to the welfare state can be 
understood as long processes over time that have evolved differently in each case. These 
processes can be seen as sequences of events and phenomena. Therefore, it is expected that 
different sources of data, also known as pieces of ‘evidence’ for drawing causal inferences, can 
be traced back. The aim of this research is to shed light on the diverging party system changes 
that have occurred across the Nordic countries, starting from a common point in time (1970), 
until this moment. By doing so, this research can highlight how the two different Nordic party 
systems have diverged as a result of the independent factor. In order to understand how the 
processes have unfolded over time (roughly the last fifty years), some of the key events and 
trends in each national context will be described and related to each other (Beach, 2017; Collier, 
2011). These pieces of evidence will be summed up chronologically for each case to draw a 
conclusion with regard to how party system changes have taken place over time as a result of 
the threat posed by immigration to the welfare state. By engaging closely with the cases, the 
expectation is to get more insights into the causal mechanism and political phenomenon. 
Because the two different cases described below will be examined, this research is a 
multiple-case study (Bryman, 2016, pp. 67-69). As it has been found that the two selected cases 
are very similar, except for the independent factor of the research question, a most similar 
systems design (MSSD) method has been implemented for this research. The advantage of this 
approach is that it enables the exclusion of a large number of factors that are not deemed 
interesting with regard to explaining the dependent factor “party system change”. Due to the 
cultural similarity of the selected cases, these ‘control’ factors are presumed to remain constant 
(Anckar, 2008; Gerring, 2008). Differences found between the examined cases can thus more 
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likely be attributed to the independent factor “immigration as a threat to the welfare state”, 
which is known to vary between the cases (Bryman, 2016, pp. 67-69). 
 
4.2 Data collection 
Identifying which data can be used as diagnostic evidence for drawing causal inferences is 
based on knowledge from other studies where similar methods have been applied, as well as on 
the conceptualizations and indicators of the two presented factors (Collier, 2011). Mainly 
secondary data sources will be used, as causal inferences will be drawn from different pieces 
of evidence that have been encountered in existing literature. Gathering more primary data 
would require a considerable amount of time, which would be hindered due to language barriers. 
Data has been acquired from both the relevant literature and internet sources, by searching for 
the political debate surrounding the migration/welfare issue during the examined time-period. 
This has been done by looking for specific trends over time in each case such as party system 
changes, immigration rates, and public opinion shifts on immigrants and the welfare state. Both 
literature and internet sources have been acquired through the Leiden University library by 
using keywords to look for these types of data. These include: Nordic, welfare, immigrant, 
burden, party, trust, sustainability, and others that relate to the selected indicators below. 
Literature lists of the relevant books and articles have been consulted as well. The few primary 
data sources that have been utilized are online databases that are available to the public. 
 
4.3 Case selection 
A causal relation between the two presented factors has been investigated for a specific group 
of cases, which fall under the category ‘Nordic countries’. Although this group of countries in 
most definitions typically encompasses four or five countries, namely Sweden, Denmark, 
Norway, Finland, and sometimes Iceland (Arter, 1999; Berglund & Lindström, 1978; 
Veggeland, 2016), the focus in this research will only be on Denmark and Sweden. These two 
countries are selected because of their similarity in terms of culture, including the type of 
welfare state adopted by these countries (Esping-Andersen, 1990; Veggeland, 2016) and their 
shared traditional five-party system (Berglund & Lindström, 1978), but differ most from each 
other in terms of attitude towards immigration (Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012; Brochmann, 
2015; Rydgren, 2010). Finland and Iceland are left out from the analysis for pragmatic reasons, 
as most literature discusses only Sweden, Denmark and Norway, which as a trio are often 
referred to as the Scandinavian countries. Furthermore, due to length concerns, only Denmark 
and Sweden will be analyzed, as these are the two most divergent cases in terms of the 
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independent factor. It is stated that Sweden can be placed on one side of the spectrum, being 
the most open to immigrants and the most inclusive in terms of granting welfare benefits, while 
Denmark is placed on the opposite side of the spectrum, as it is the most restrictive towards 
newcomers with the most demanding naturalization process (Brochmann, 2015).  
  
4.4 Operationalization 
In order to be able to measure any form of causal relation between the two presented factors, a 
number of indicators will be presented here through which causality is expected to be observed. 
Because a qualitative method of theory-testing process tracing will be applied, causality will be 
measured through a number of trends, which have previously also been referred to as pieces of 
evidence. The table below summarizes how causal inferences can be drawn from these trends 
by highlighting the selected indicators that will be examined for each individual case. The 
factors are linked by looking at multiple pieces of evidence, such as public opinion polls before 
major electoral shifts or usage of the immigrant threat in the political debate. Depending on the 
amount of pieces of evidence that can be found in each case, the strength of the causal 
mechanism can be determined. Because this research is not quantitative in nature, the indicators 
are tied with the conceptualizations of the main factors described above. 
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Concept Indicators Causal inferences 
Immigration as a 
threat to the 
welfare state 
 (Subjective) Welfare-chauvinistic 
rhetoric used by political parties in 
manifestos and campaigns: welfare 
state needs to be protected; 
immigrants depicted as threat. 
Appeals to the electorate. 
 (Objective) Economic burdening 
welfare state: low employment rates 
among immigrants; immigrants 
receiving more welfare benefits than 
they contribute. 
 (Objective) Political burdening 
welfare state: lack of support for the 
current welfare model among 
natives, expressed in polls or voting 
behaviour. 
 If linked to any of the indicators of 
party system change: evidence that 
perceived threat of immigration as a 
threat to the welfare state leads to some 
form(s) of party system change. 
 If linked to any of the indicators of 
party system change: evidence that 
actual burdening of the economic 
sustainability of the welfare state leads 
to some form(s) of party system 
change. 
 If linked to any of the indicators of 
party system change: evidence that the 
actual burdening of the political 
sustainability of the welfare state leads 
to some form(s) of party system 
change. 
Party system 
changes 
 New parties emerge: increase in 
votes (%); gaining more seats in 
parliament; becoming part of 
government. 
 Old parties lose relevance: loss of 
votes (%); loss of seats in 
parliament; no longer part of 
government. 
 Shifts in the amount of relevant 
dimensions that determine voting 
behaviour : dimension become less 
relevant; new dimensions emerge. 
 Shifts in the electoral support for 
parties (expressed in votes or 
opinion polls): traditional parties 
lose electoral support; new parties 
increase their electoral support. 
 Parties move their position along the 
relevant ideological dimensions: ex. 
shifts from left to right. 
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5| Research results 
 
5.1 The Danish Case: Restrictiveness and Nationalism 
When compared to its Nordic neighbours, Denmark appears to take a strict stance against 
immigrants, with a strong role of the radical right-wing Danish People’s Party (Brochmann & 
Hagelund, 2012, p. 97; Mouritsen & Olsen, 2013). Over the last few decades, considerable 
changes have been made to immigration policies and the welfare system. The original 
comprehensive Danish welfare state was expanded by the Social Democrats during the 
economic prosperity of the 1960s, based on a homogenous population (Brochmann & Hagelund, 
2012, pp. 17, 99-100). This led to dilemmas when the composition of citizens started to change 
due to the arrival of labour immigrants and refugees. From having the world’s most liberal 
immigration law in 1983, Denmark has become progressively more restrictive towards 
immigrants. This has led to increasingly controversial measures such as the asylum law that 
was passed in 2016 that allows the seizure of valuables of refugees to cover their expenses 
(Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012, pp. 100-140; Damon & Hume, 2016; Kvist, 2016; Mouritsen 
& Olsen, 2013). This change of attitude suggests alterations to the party system. 
 The Danish party system is historically a slight variation of the five-party Scandinavian 
model that was described by Berglund and Lindström (1978). In the period before 1970, it 
encompassed only four of the traditional parties due to a lack of continuity of parliamentary 
representation for the Danish Communist Party (Arter, 1999, pp. 143-144; Berglund & 
Lindström, 1978, pp. 42-48). Results of the parliamentary elections since 1970 are summarized 
in Appendix Table A1. Closer inspection of this data indicates that presence of four traditional 
Nordic ideological strands (‘-isms’) can be observed in the Danish parliamentary elections and 
representation up until now: democratic socialism in the Social Democratic Party, liberalism in 
the Danish Social-Liberal Party, agrarianism in the Liberal Party of Denmark, and conservatism 
in the Conservative People’s Party (Arter, 2011; Berglund & Lindström, 1978, pp. 26-73; 
Nohlen & Stöver, 2010). Although the four traditional parties have experienced shifts in their 
electoral support, they have not lost their relevance in the parliamentary arena, as each of them 
have been represented in Parliament continuously. There is, however, also a clear trend of 
emerging parties in Denmark, as there have been at least nine parties represented in the 
parliament on average since the Danish ‘earthquake elections’ of 1973 (Arter, 2011, pp. 9-10). 
How do these shifts in the electoral and parliamentary arena relate to the effects of immigration 
on the welfare state?  
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 A number of trends have been explored over time. The immigration rates for Denmark 
have been summarized in Figure 1 (covering only the period 1980-2016, as data was not 
available for the other years). These numbers display a general increase in the amount of 
immigrants that have entered Denmark annually. The increasing immigrant rates are interlinked 
with the immigration and integration policies of Denmark, which have been characterized by 
three stages since the end of the 1970s (Mouritsen & Olsen, 2013, p. 693). 
 
 
Figure 1 
Total amount of immigrants entering Denmark per year from 1980 until 2017. 
Source: Statistics Denmark, 2018. 
 
 First, there was concern for the human rights of both labour and refugee immigrants, 
voiced by the social democratic governments in the 1970s, who pleaded for more social benefits. 
This was supported by the left-wing (Left Socialists & Socialist People’s Party) and center 
parties (Liberal Party & Social Liberal Party) on the one hand, while receiving criticism from 
the right-wing Progress Party and Conservatives. Yet, the right-wing government that took over 
power in 1982, introduced a liberal new alien act in 1983 which was more lenient towards 
immigrants in terms of social citizenship rights, as this was more popular among the electorate.  
 Because of an increasing number of refugee immigrants in the 1980s, the second stage 
involved more focus on immigration and integration in the political debate, which shifted 
towards a more critical direction. While the left wing and the social segment of the Social 
Democrats supported equal rights for immigrants, right-wing parties and the more critical 
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segment of the Social Democrats were critical of welfare policies, thus leading to internal 
division among the country’s largest party (Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012, pp. 104-119; 
Mouritsen & Olsen, 2013). This shift seems to have resulted from the problems caused by the 
increased immigration rates in the 1980s, such as the lack of integration into society and 
ghettoization (Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012, pp. 119-121; Mouritsen & Olsen, 2013, p. 701). 
Unemployment rates as seen in Figure 2 (covering only the period 1985-2001, as data was not 
available for the other years) indicate that unemployment was especially high among 
immigrants, which consist mainly of non-western immigrants with a lower educational 
background. 
  
 
Figure 2 
Unemployment rates (in percent of those in the labour force) among immigrants and descendants 16– 
66 years old, as well as among native Danes, 1985–2001. 
Note. Reprinted from “Immigration as a challenge to the Danish welfare state?”, by Nannestad, P., 
2004, European Journal of Political Economy, 20(3), 761.   
 
Because the Danish welfare state follows the comprehensive Nordic model, it relies on high 
taxes. Due to the poor labour market integration of mostly non-western immigrants, Wadensjö 
and Orrje (cited in Nannestad, 2004, p. 762), as well as Wadensjö (2000), have demonstrated 
that immigrants from non-western countries and their descendants were mainly net 
beneficiaries throughout the 1990s, while native Danes were net contributors. This, together 
with the low employment rates among immigrants, can be seen as evidence of economic 
burdening of the Danish welfare state. 
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 The last stage, commencing towards the end of the 1990s, was characterized by a 
permanently high political saliency of the migration issue, as party rhetoric changed for a 
number of parties and new parties joined the parliamentary arena (Brochmann & Hagelund, 
2012, pp. 123-130; Green-Pedersen & Krogstrup, 2008, pp. 621-624; Mouritsen & Olsen, 2013). 
The Social Democrats formed a government with the Social Liberals, the Centre Democrats, 
and the Christian People’s Party, as the right-wing government consisting of the Liberals and 
the Conservatives had to step down before the 1994 elections due to a government scandal. This 
new multi-party government had to find a balance between stricter regulations for immigrants 
on the one hand (voiced by the critical segment of the Social Democrats), while maintaining 
humanistic elements as well (voiced mainly by the Social Liberals). Because the centre parties 
(Centre Democrats and Social Liberals) took a left-wing stance, the Liberals and Conservatives 
were able to focus on the migration issue (Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012, pp. 123-130; Green-
Pedersen & Krogstrup, 2008, pp. 621-624).  
 The increased saliency of the migration issue paved way for the founding of the Danish 
People’s Party in 1995, which was the result of a split within the highly xenophobic Progress 
Party. The Danish People’s Party has portrayed itself as defender of the welfare state, while 
criticizing immigration (Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012, p. 123; Green-Pedersen & Krogstrup, 
2008, pp. 621-624). Its electoral success can be explained by its mobilizing power among 
working-class voters with an anti-immigrant attitude, which enabled the party to attract voters 
of socialist parties. This can be seen as evidence of a decreased saliency of the socio-economic 
cleavage dimension and an increased saliency of the socio-cultural dimension (Rydgren, 2010). 
However, based on surveys, no evidence has been found of political burdening of the welfare 
state, as voters are not mobilized around a declining support of the welfare state, but around the 
threat of immigrants to the national character of Denmark (Andersen, 2006). It has also been 
found, thereby supporting the idea of an increased saliency of the socio-cultural dimension, that 
the Danish People’s Party gains electoral support especially from the segment of the population 
that thinks immigrants are less deserving of welfare benefits than the general population 
(Andersen, 2006; Bay, Finseraas & Pedersen, 2013). 
 The growing success of anti-immigrant attitudes that resulted from the increasing 
economic pressure of immigrants on the welfare state has affected the stance of the other parties 
as well, as the migration issue was progressively mentioned more in party manifestos. This led 
the Social Democrats, who were trapped between a coalition with the leftist Social-Liberals on 
the one hand and the more right electorate on the other hand, to pass the Integration Act of 1998 
in an attempt to tighten integration policies. The bill received much criticism however, from 
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both the left and the right, leading to loss of electoral support in the 2001 elections. As a result 
of the weakened position of the divided Social Democrats, who no longer had ownership over 
the welfare issue, a new right-wing government was established, consisting of the Liberals and 
the Conservatives with the Danish People’s Party as supporting party (Brochmann & Hagelund, 
2012, pp. 123-132; Green-Pedersen & Krogstrup, 2008, pp. 622-624; Rydgren, 2010). This 
liberal-conservative minority coalition remained in power until the 2011 elections 
(Statsministeriet, 2018), resulting into the introduction of many restrictive immigration and 
integration policies during this period. In relation to the welfare state, there was a clear focus 
on the integration of immigrants through labour market participation and tightened conditions 
for receiving social benefits in order to ease the immigrant pressure on public finances 
(Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012, pp. 131-142; Hansen, Schultz-Nielsen & Tranæs, 2017; 
Mouritsen & Olsen, 2013). Resulting from this, as well as from the EU expansion to the east, 
welfare-chauvinism was used increasingly in party rhetoric, depicting especially immigrants 
from Muslim countries as a threat to the Danish Welfare state. This was also the case for the 
Social Democrats, who aligned themselves with the strict immigration policies, as the internal 
struggles of the party were won by the critical segment of the party (Brochmann & Hagelund, 
2012, pp. 133-142). No evidence has been found, however, for the assumption that EU 
immigrants burden the welfare state (Martinsen & Rotger, 2017). Therefore, the welfare-
chauvinistic rhetoric has partly been a subjective depiction of immigrants as a threat to the 
welfare state. 
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5.2 The Swedish Case: Openness and Solidarity 
Solidarity is the keyword for understanding the Swedish stance on immigration and welfare. As 
was also found by Grødem (2016), the functioning of the Swedish welfare state and the extent 
of trust and solidarity that exists in society are interdependent (Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012, 
pp. 25-29; Norocel, 2016). Just like in Denmark, the welfare state was built up throughout the 
twentieth century by the historically dominant Social Democrats. Towards the end of the 1980s, 
the Swedish welfare state became a salient issue in party competition, as Sweden experienced 
a number of setbacks and reforms to the welfare state, not the least resulting from the large 
flows of immigrants that entered Sweden. The party consensus on welfare policies has 
progressively shifted towards a dispute between a left and right block, therefore indicating some 
changes to the Swedish party system (Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012, pp. 47-59; Sunnemark, 
2014, pp. 7-8). 
 The Swedish party system is stated to be a perfect fit with Berglund and Lindström’s 
five-party Scandinavian model (Arter, 1999, p. 143; Berglund & Lindström, 1978, p. 18). The 
five traditional parties were the only parties represented in parliament from 1921 until 1988, 
and are until this day still major parties in Sweden (Álvarez-Rivera, 2018; Arter, 1999, p. 143). 
Results of the parliamentary elections since 1970 are summarized in Appendix Table A2. Data 
supports the suggested stability of the Swedish party system, as all five of the traditional Nordic 
ideological strands (‘-isms’) can be observed in the Swedish parliamentary elections and 
representation up until now: communism in the Left Party (formerly named the Left Party 
Communists), democratic socialism in the Social Democratic Party, agrarianism in the Centre 
Party, liberalism in the Liberal Party, and conservatism in the Moderate Party (Arter, 2011; 
Berglund & Lindström, 1978, pp. 26-73; Nohlen & Stöver, 2010). Here we can see how the 
party system has remained ‘frozen’ in Lipset & Rokkan’s terms (Lipset & Rokkan, 1967, p. 50). 
Looking at the party system as a whole, however, some notable changes have occurred in terms 
of the emergence of three new political strands. 
 To what extent have changes to the Swedish party system been the result of the effects 
of immigration on the welfare state? The immigration rates for Sweden have been summarized 
in Figure 3. These numbers showcase a trend with peaks and troughs with regard to the number 
of immigrants that have entered Sweden annually. It was not until the end of the 1980s, which 
was characterized by a large influx of refugee immigrants, that critical voices were heard from 
the political parties that were in opposition to the dominant Social Democratic Party. Up until 
then, there was consensus between the parties over the Social Democratic welfare model, and 
only slight diverging attitudes towards immigration (Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012, pp. 38-59).   
23 
 
 
 
Figure 3 
Total amount of immigrants entering Sweden per year from 1968 until 2017. 
Source: Statistics Sweden, 2018. 
 
 
The Social Democrats and the Liberals took a nuanced stance, as they wanted to tighten 
immigration policies, but at the same time saw immigrants as positive and were in favour of 
embracing immigrants into the welfare state. The Centre Party and the Left Party Communists 
also wanted to include immigrants into the welfare state. Only the Moderate Party wanted to 
exclude immigrants from social benefits and showed signs of using a welfare-chauvinistic 
rhetoric (Schall, 2016, pp. 104-111). 
 The first notable shift in party rhetoric happened in 1986, when a stricter immigration 
policy was introduced which stated that immigrants should not be expected to form ethnic 
minorities, which up until then were given special treatment in terms of social benefits. This 
marked the first retreat from multiculturalism, which was followed by the new aliens act of 
1989. Only the Centre Party and the Left Party Communists remained in favour of preserving 
the existing multicultural policies (Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012, pp. 38-59). It was from 1988 
on that other notable shifts could be observed in the party system, as Sweden was faced with 
two crises: the large increase in the number of refugee immigrants, and an economic crisis. 
Because the immigration peak between 1992 and 1994 coincided with the height of the 
economic recession, this led to large unemployment numbers. This was especially the case for 
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immigrants, among whom more than 40% were registered as social assistance recipients in 
1996 (Bergmark & Palme, 2003; Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012, pp. 59-69; Schall, 2016, pp. 
123-124).  
 The Green Party had already emerged as new party in 1988, but it was the election of 
1991 that really exemplified a shift in the party system as two new right-wing parties emerged: 
the Christian Democratic Party and New Democracy. The electoral breakthrough of the latter 
one seems to be a result of the economic crisis, which was caused partly by policies that were 
maintained by the Social Democrats. The social democratic government decided not to 
intervene in the labour market and instead took a more market-oriented approach, which 
resulted in higher unemployment rates (Schall, 2016, p. 123-126). According to Rydgren (cited 
in Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012, pp. 60-61) an anti-immigrant niche had opened up, as there 
was a consensus among the established parties concerning the relative openness of Sweden to 
refugees, while the sentiment of the electorate had become predominantly negative towards 
immigrants according to surveys. This niche was effectively utilized by the radical right-wing 
New Democracy, which used a welfare-chauvinistic rhetoric. The saliency of the migration 
issue, but also critique towards the social democratic welfare model, led to a nonsocialist centre-
right minority government from 1991 until 1994, consisting of the Moderate Party, the Liberal 
Party, the Centre Party, and the Christian Democratic Party, with support from New Democracy 
(Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012, pp. 60-62; Schall, 2016, p. 123-126, 136). The right-wing 
sentiment led to a more restrictive stance towards refugee immigrants, and tightened the rules 
surrounding welfare rights, as immigrants received the greatest share of benefits (Brochmann 
& Hagelund, 2012, pp. 61-65; Palme et al., 2002, pp. 84-86; Sainsbury, 2006, pp. 238-239). 
Furthermore, the government was critical of the social democratic welfare model, which it 
deemed too paternalistic as it made people dependent on welfare benefits. Only the Left Party 
(formerly known as the Left Party Communists), New Democracy and the Social Democrats 
wanted to maintain the generous model. New Democracy, although supportive of the non-
socialist centre-right government, can therefore be characterized as anti-immigrant as well as 
pro-welfare (Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012, pp. 65-67; Schall, 2016, pp. 126-140). The Social 
Democratic Party managed to return to government from 1994 until 2006, as the economic 
situation improved again and the migration issue lost its priority on the political agenda 
(Bergmark & Palme, 2003; Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012, pp. 62-67; Schall, 2016, pp. 162-
163). 
 It was up until 2002 that the established parties had regarded the migration issue as a 
taboo. However, the results of the 2002 election exemplify how this issue had become more 
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salient. The migration issue was for the first time put on the political agenda by an established 
party, namely the Liberal Party, which managed to gain a large increase in votes this year 
(Brochmann & Hagelund, 2012, p. 70; Lochocki, 2018; Schall, 2016). Notably, the Liberals 
abandoned their conservative stance again after 2002. Because none of the established parties 
have politicized the migration issue since, even though it has remained a salient issue for the 
electorate (as seen in Figure 4), the niche was available for the Sweden Democrats to utilize 
(Lochocki, 2018).  
 
Figure 4 
Real cultural and economic threat potential in Sweden, and Swedish voters’ perceptions and salience 
of immigration-related topics 2000–2012. 
Note. Reprinted from “How the Liberals (FP) Gave Birth to the Swedish Democrats  
(SD)”, by Lochocki, T., 2018, in T. Lochocki (Ed.), The Rise of Populism in Western Europe: A Media 
Analysis on Failed Political Messaging (p. 88). Cham: Springer International Publishing. 
 
This radical right-wing party, which was originally founded on the principles of neo-nazism 
and racism, was marginalized by the established parties and the media up until the 2006 election. 
After this election, it managed to get progressively more electoral support because of effective 
usage of the welfare-chauvinistic rhetoric, leading to parliamentary presentation from 2010 on 
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(Hellström & Nilsson, 2010, p. 56, 60, 64, 66; Hellström, Nilsson & Stoltz, 2012, pp. 194-197, 
201-202; Norocel, 2016; Oja & Mral, 2013, pp. 277-282). Although the Sweden Democrats has 
made much progress on distancing itself from previous neo-nazist tendencies (Oja & Mral, 
2013, pp. 277-280), the party remains excluded from any coalitions.  
 The centre-right coalition that was in power since 2006 essentially put an end to the 
social democratic hegemony until the most recent election in 2014. This centre-right coalition, 
which is also known as the ‘alliance for Sweden’, has thus far managed to form a counter-
hegemony against the socialist red-green alliance of the Social Democratic Party, advocating 
an emphasis on duties of citizenship (work-first principle) over the rights to receive social 
benefits. The Swedish party system has therefore become similar to a two-party system, with a 
left and a right block (Schall, 2016, pp. 164-168). Since both the left block (Social Democratic 
Party, Left Party & Green Party) and the right block (Moderate Party, Liberal Party, Centre 
Party & Christian Democratic Party) have not been able to avoid large-scale unemployment 
and high levels of welfare dependency among immigrants, the Sweden Democrats have 
managed to occupy a key position in the Swedish party system. This party exhibits a left 
position on the socio-economic cleavage, while occupying a far-right position on the less salient 
socio-cultural dimension (Ryabichenko & Shenderyuk, 2013; Schierup & Ålund, 2011). 
Notably, former Social Democrat minister Morgan Johansson has confirmed that a big part 
(exact numbers unknown) of the working-class electorate has switched its allegiance to the 
Sweden Democrats. An explanation for this is that the Sweden Democrats is deemed a more 
legit defender of the welfare-institutions than the Social Democratic Party, not because of 
immigrant concerns (Hellström, Nilsson & Stoltz, 2012, p. 197). 
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6| Discussion 
 
6.1 Discussion 
By looking at a number of indicators of the main factors of the suggested causal link, the 
following results have been found for Denmark and Sweden. 
 The first indicator is the usage and appeal of the welfare-chauvinistic rhetoric. In both 
cases, this rhetoric started to appear in politics around the 1980s and 1990s. In Denmark this 
rhetoric led to major alterations of the party system. In the parliamentary arena, this can be seen 
from the rise of the radical right-wing Danish People’s Party, which actively utilizes the 
welfare-chauvinistic rhetoric as it portrays itself as defender of the welfare state, while being 
critical of immigrants. In the electoral arena, the welfare-chauvinistic rhetoric has appealed for 
the most part to working-class voters who have a negative attitude towards immigrants. 
Interestingly, results indicate that these voters have shifted their support from socialist parties 
to the Danish People’s Party. This indicates a shift of cleavage saliency, as the socio-economic 
has been rendered less important than the socio-cultural cleavage. In the ideological space, it 
can be seen how the historically dominant Social Democratic Party has moved to the right, as 
the Danish People’s Party contested its role as upholder of the welfare state. In Sweden the 
welfare-chauvinistic rhetoric has been effectively used to a much lesser extent. In the 
parliamentary arena, two radical right-wing parties that utilize the welfare-chauvinistic rhetoric 
have been represented in parliament. New Democracy has only had temporary success, and 
although Sweden Democrats has been continuously represented in parliament since 2010, it is 
excluded from government coalitions. While Sweden Democrats has much support from voters 
who deem this party to be a more legit defender of the welfare state than the Social Democratic 
Party, the effectiveness of the link with immigrants is limited. Therefore, the socio-economic 
cleavage has remained the most important dimension for determining electoral support. In the 
ideological space, the welfare chauvinistic rhetoric does not appear to have any effect on the 
ideological position of other parties. Results indicate that anti-immigrant attitudes are generally 
considered taboo in Sweden, which has led to a consensus among the established parties to 
maintain a cordon sanitaire against the ideology represented by radical right-wing parties.  
 Evidence of the second indicator, which is the economic burdening of the welfare state 
has also been found in both cases. In Denmark, the continuous negative economic effect on the 
welfare state caused by immigrants seems to have contributed to the politicization of the 
migration issue. Although results do not point to a direct effect of economic burdening on the 
28 
 
parliamentary arena and the electoral arena, the negative numbers have affected the societal and 
political climate in which both the electorate and political parties became more critical of 
immigrants. In the ideological space, the effects on the party system can be seen most clearly. 
The stance of the mainstream parties shifted to the right, as the migration issue in relation to 
economic pressures was mentioned more in party manifestos. In Sweden, the economic 
burdening during the 1990s led to a centre-right government supported by the radical right-
wing New Democracy, thus indicating a temporary shift to the right in the parliamentary arena. 
From 2010 on the radical right has been represented in parliament again by the Sweden 
Democrats. This party gains much support in the electoral arena as a result of the economic 
burdening by immigrants, as the two blocks that emerged in Swedish politics have not been 
able to find a solution to the high unemployment and welfare dependency numbers among 
immigrants. In the ideological space, the economic burdening does not appear to have much 
effect on the position of parties. Only in the 1990s did a centre-right government collaborate 
with a radical right-wing party as a result of economic deterioration. 
 Evidence of the third and final indicator, namely the political burdening of the welfare 
state has not been found for the two cases and has thus most likely not contributed to party 
system change. Therefore, as expected, the Nordic model appears resilient in terms of the level 
of trust and support for the welfare state that can be found in society. 
 Based on these findings causal inferences can be drawn for both cases. Looking at the 
indicators, party system changes resulting from the threat of immigration to the welfare state 
can be confirmed for both cases. In line with the expectations, the Danish party system has been 
altered to a greater extent than the Swedish party system, as the indicators highlighting the 
threat that immigrants pose to the welfare state have been more salient in Danish society and 
politics. However, there are alternative explanations for the party system changes that have 
occurred in the two examined cases. A clear difference between the cases is the extent of 
politicization of the migration issue. In Denmark, the politicization of the migration issue has 
led to a critical attitude and restrictiveness towards immigrants, while the Swedish stance and 
party system has remained resilient to welfare state deterioration by immigrants. The difference 
in electoral threshold and the extent of party competition appear to have contributed to these 
diverging results. The electoral threshold in Denmark is only two per cent, which has clearly 
led to a greater amount of parties among which consensus has to be found. In Sweden, we can 
see a more ‘frozen’ party system, which is likely the result of the higher electoral threshold of 
four per cent. Because of this difference, it is likely that the anti-immigrant taboo has been 
easier to maintain here. Furthermore, results indicate that the migration issue does not 
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necessarily lead to party system change solely due to welfare state deterioration. Nationalist 
concerns seem to have played a big role as well in the Danish case, as the socio-cultural 
cleavage has become salient here, unlike in Sweden. Lastly, the migration issue cannot explain 
the emergence of the two political blocks in Sweden, as this issue has not become politicized. 
Only their different stances on welfare policies seem to have contributed to this form of block 
politics.  
 
6.2 Conclusion 
Both Denmark and Sweden have been characterized by a comprehensive Social Democratic 
welfare regime as was originally described by Esping-Andersen (1990), as well as by the 
Berglund and Lindström’s (1978) five-party Scandinavian model. However, this thesis has 
demonstrated that, although these two cases are similar on the outset, their party systems have 
clearly diverged over time as a result of immigration. 
 The traditional political strands that have been present in Denmark and Sweden, are still 
relevant today, but have experienced a number of shifts. While in Denmark the general 
sentiment has shifted to the right resulting from the increased saliency of the migration issue 
and party competition, Sweden has become more like a two-party system in which the 
traditional parties (especially the Social Democratic Party and the Moderate Party) continue to 
shape politics. Notably, results do not indicate that the latter type of party system change has 
been the result of the threat of immigration to the welfare state. Results thus indicate a greater 
extent of party system changes in the Danish case resulting from the threat posed by 
immigration to the welfare state. The only notable similarity between the cases in terms of party 
system change seems to have been the rise of radical right-wing parties. In both cases, these 
parties challenge the dominant role of the Social Democrats as upholders of the Nordic model 
by effectively utilizing the welfare-chauvinistic rhetoric. In line with the expectations, this has 
been true to a greater extent in Denmark than in Sweden. The framing of immigrants as a threat 
to the welfare state has thus been the most significant indicator in explaining party system 
changes. Although no signs of political burdening have been found, this thesis does not 
conclude that the perceived (subjective) threat of immigration has been more important than 
objective threats in explaining party system change, as results indicate that signs of economic 
burdening have been influential as well. 
 The most important implication of this thesis is that the Nordic model appears resilient 
in terms of trust that can be found in society, as no signs of political burdening have been found 
for the two cases. Furthermore, this thesis shows which factors have been pivotal in explaining 
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the difference between the two cases. The focus of this thesis, however, has only been on 
Denmark and Sweden, thereby lacking the potential for further generalization to the Nordic 
countries and the Nordic model as a whole. Other than that, the method of this research only 
leads to causal inferences that are drawn from a number of indicators. Immigration by itself is 
a broad factor to examine for a long period of time, therefore making it difficult to determine 
with much certainty that the threat posed by immigrants to the welfare state can be linked to 
party system changes that have occurred. No strong causal link can thus be generated, as this 
would require a deeper analysis of the effects of immigration on politics. A fruitful future 
contribution to the academic knowledge might involve a deeper analysis of the effects of 
immigration on the Nordic model in relation to party system changes. This could involve an 
analysis and comparison of all the Nordic countries, by looking at the manner in which parties 
have framed immigrants as a threat in primary data sources (ex. party manifestos) over the 
course of time periods in which significant changes to the party systems have taken place.  
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Appendix A 
 
Table A1.  
The parliamentary election results of Denmark from the 1970s up until nowa 
Election year Parties represented in parliament % of votes Seats in parliament 
1971 Social Democratic Party 
Conservative People’s Party 
Liberal Party of Denmark 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
Socialist People’s Party 
Faroe Islandsb 
Greenlandc 
37.3 
16.7 
15.6 
14.4 
9.1 
70 
31 
30 
27 
17 
2 
2 
1973 Social Democratic Party 
Progress Party 
Liberal Party of Denmark 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
Conservative People’s Party 
Centre Democrats 
Socialist People’s Party 
Christian People’s Party 
Communist Party of Denmark 
Justice Party 
Faroe Islands 
Greenland 
25.6 
15.9 
12.3 
11.2 
9.2 
7.8 
6.0 
4.0 
3.6 
2.9 
46 
28 
22 
20 
16 
14 
11 
7 
6 
5 
2 
2 
1975 Social Democratic Party 
Liberal Party of Denmark 
Progress party 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
Conservative People’s Party 
Christian People’s Party 
Socialist People’s Party 
Communist Party of Denmark 
Centre Democrats 
Left Socialist Party  
Faroe Islands 
Greenland 
29.9 
23.3 
13.6 
7.1 
5.5 
5.3 
5.0 
4.2 
2.2 
2.1 
53 
42 
24 
13 
10 
9 
9 
7 
4 
4 
2 
2 
1977 Social Democratic Party 
Progress Party 
Liberal Party of Denmark 
Conservative People’s Party 
Centre Democrats 
Socialist People’s Party 
Communist Party of Denmark 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
Christian People’s Party 
Justice Party 
Left Socialist Party  
Faroe Islands 
Greenland 
37.0 
14.6 
12.0 
8.5 
6.4 
3.9 
3.7 
3.6 
3.4 
3.3 
2.7 
65 
26 
21 
15 
11 
7 
7 
6 
6 
6 
5 
2 
2 
38 
 
1979 Social Democratic Party 
Liberal Party of Denmark 
Conservative People’s Party 
Progress Party 
Socialist People’s Party 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
Left Socialist Party 
Centre Democrats 
Justice Party 
Christian People’s Party 
Faroe Islands 
Greenland 
38.3 
12.5 
12.5 
11.0 
5.9 
5.4 
3.7 
3.2 
2.6 
2.6 
68 
22 
22 
20 
11 
10 
6 
6 
5 
5 
2 
2 
1981 Social Democratic Party 
Conservative People’s Party 
Socialist People’s Party 
Liberal Party of Denmark 
Progress Party 
Centre Democrats 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
Left Socialist Party 
Christian People’s Party 
Faroe Islands 
Greenland 
32.9 
14.5 
11.3 
11.3 
8.9 
8.3 
5.1 
2.7 
2.3 
59 
26 
21 
20 
16 
15 
9 
5 
4 
2 
2 
1984 Social Democratic Party 
Conservative People’s Party 
Liberal Party of Denmark 
Socialist People’s Party 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
Centre Democrats 
Progress Party 
Christian People’s Party 
Left Socialist Party 
Faroe Islands 
Greenland 
31.6 
23.4 
12.1 
11.5 
5.5 
4.6 
3.6 
2.7 
2.7 
56 
42 
22 
21 
10 
8 
6 
5 
5 
2 
2 
1987 Social Democratic Party 
Conservative People’s Party 
Socialist People’s Party 
Liberal Party of Denmark 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
Centre Democrats 
Progress Party 
Christian People’s Party 
Common Course 
Faroe Islands 
Greenland 
29.3 
20.8 
14.6 
10.5 
6.2 
4.8 
4.8 
2.4 
2.2 
54 
38 
27 
19 
11 
9 
9 
4 
4 
2 
2 
1988 Social Democratic Party 
Conservative People’s Party 
Socialist People’s Party 
Liberal Party of Denmark 
Progress Party 
29.8 
19.3 
13.0 
11.8 
9.0 
55 
35 
24 
22 
16 
39 
 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
Centre Democrats 
Christian People’s Party 
Faroe Islands 
Greenland 
5.6 
4.7 
2.0 
10 
9 
4 
2 
2 
1990 Social Democratic Party 
Conservative People’s Party 
Liberal Party of Denmark 
Socialist People’s Party 
Progress Party 
Centre Democrats 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
Christian People’s Party 
Faroe Islands 
Greenland 
37.4 
16.0 
15.8 
8.3 
6.4 
5.1 
3.5 
2.3 
69 
30 
29 
15 
12 
9 
7 
4 
2 
2 
1994 Social Democratic Party 
Liberal Party of Denmark 
Conservative People’s Party 
Socialist People’s Party 
Progress Party 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
Unity List – Red-Green Alliance 
Centre Democrats 
Independent Candidates 
Faroe Islands  
Greenland 
34.6 
23.3 
15.0 
7.3 
6.4 
4.6 
3.1 
2.8 
1.0 
62 
42 
27 
13 
11 
8 
6 
5 
1 
2 
2 
1998 Social Democratic Party 
Liberal Party of Denmark 
Conservative People’s Party 
Socialist People’s Party 
Danish People’s Party 
Centre Democrats 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
Unity List – Red-Green Alliance 
Christian People’s Party 
Progress Party 
Faroe Islands  
Greenland 
35.9 
24.0 
8.9 
7.6 
7.4 
4.3 
3.9 
2.7 
2.5 
2.4 
63 
42 
16 
13 
13 
8 
7 
5 
4 
4 
2 
2 
2001 Liberal Party of Denmark 
Social Democratic Party 
Danish People’s Party 
Conservative People’s Party 
Socialist People’s Party 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
Unity List – Red-Green Alliance 
Christian People’s Party 
Faroe Islands  
Greenland 
31.2 
29.1 
12.0 
9.1 
6.4 
5.2 
2.4 
2.3 
56 
52 
22 
16 
12 
9 
4 
4 
2 
2 
2005 Liberal Party of Denmark 
Social Democratic Party 
29.0 
25.8 
52 
47 
40 
 
Danish People’s Party 
Conservative People’s Party 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
Socialist People’s Party 
Unity List – Red-Green Alliance 
Faroe Islands  
Greenland 
13.3 
10.3 
9.2 
6.0 
3.4 
24 
18 
17 
11 
6 
2 
2 
2007 Liberal Party of Denmark 
Social Democratic Party 
Danish People’s Party 
Socialist People’s Party 
Conservative People’s Party 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
New Alliance 
Unity List – Red-Green Alliance 
Faroe Islands  
Greenland 
26.3 
25.5 
13.9 
13.0 
10.4 
5.1 
2.8 
2.2 
46 
45 
25 
23 
18 
9 
5 
4 
2 
2 
2011 Liberal Party of Denmark 
Social Democratic Party 
Danish People’s Party 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
Socialist People’s Party 
Unity List – Red-Green Alliance 
Liberal Alliance 
Conservative People’s Party 
Faroe Islands  
Greenland 
26.7 
24.8 
12.3 
9.5 
9.2 
6.7 
5.0 
4.9 
47 
44 
22 
17 
16 
12 
9 
8 
2015 Social Democratic Party 
Danish People’s Party 
Liberal Party of Denmark 
Unity List – Red-Green Alliance 
Liberal Alliance 
The Alternative 
Danish Social-Liberal Party 
Socialist People’s Party 
Conservative People’s Party 
Faroe Islands  
Greenland 
26.3 
21.1 
19.5 
7.8 
7.5 
4.8 
4.6 
4.2 
3.4 
47 
37 
34 
14 
13 
9 
8 
7 
6 
2 
2 
aOnly parties that reached the electoral threshold of 2%, thus resulting in parliamentary representation, 
have been included. 
bcBoth Greenland and the Faroe Island, as autonomous constituent countries within the Kingdom of 
Denmark, elect two representatives each in their own elections. 
Sources: Álvarez-Rivera, 2018; Central Intelligence Agency, 2018; Nohlen & Stöver, 2010; The Danish 
Parliament, 2018. 
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Table A2.  
The parliamentary election results of Sweden from the 1970s up until nowa 
Election year Parties represented in parliament % of votes Seats in parliament 
1973 Social Democratic Party 
Centre Party 
Moderate Party 
Liberal Party 
Left Party Communists 
43.6 
25.1 
14.3 
9.4 
5.3 
156 
90 
51 
34 
19 
1976 Social Democratic Party 
Centre Party 
Moderate Party 
Liberal Party 
Left Party Communists 
42.7 
24.1 
15.6 
11.1 
4.8 
152 
86 
55 
39 
17 
1979 Social Democratic Party 
Moderate Party 
Centre Party 
Liberal Party 
Left Party Communists 
43.2 
20.3 
18.1 
10.6 
5.6 
154 
73 
64 
38 
20 
1982 Social Democratic Party 
Moderate Party 
Centre Party 
Liberal Party 
Left Party Communists 
45.6 
23.6 
15.5 
5.9 
5.6 
166 
86 
56 
21 
20 
1985 Social Democratic Party 
Moderate Party 
Liberal Party 
Centre Party 
Left Party Communists 
44.7 
21.3 
14.2 
12.4 
5.4 
159 
76 
51 
44 
19 
1988 Social Democratic Party 
Moderate Party 
Liberal Party 
Centre Party 
Left Party Communists 
Green Party 
43.2 
18.3 
12.2 
11.3 
5.8 
5.5 
156 
66 
44 
42 
21 
20 
1991 Social Democratic Party 
Moderate Party 
Liberal Party 
Centre Party 
Christian Democratic Party 
New Democracy 
Left Partyb 
37.7 
21.9 
9.1 
8.5 
7.1 
6.7 
4.5 
138 
80 
33 
31 
26 
25 
16 
1994 Social Democratic Party 
Moderate Party 
Centre Party 
Liberal Party 
Left Party 
Green Party 
Christian Democratic Party 
45.3 
22.4 
7.7 
7.2 
6.2 
5.0 
4.1 
161 
80 
27 
26 
22 
18 
15 
1998 Social Democratic Party 
Moderate Party 
36.4 
22.9 
131 
82 
42 
 
Left Party 
Christian Democratic Party 
Centre Party 
Liberal Party 
Green Party 
12.0 
11.8 
5.1 
4.7 
4.5 
43 
42 
18 
17 
16 
2002 Social Democratic Party 
Moderate Party 
Liberal Party 
Christian Democratic Party 
Left Party 
Centre Party 
Green Party 
39.9 
15.3 
13.4 
9.1 
8.4 
6.2 
4.6 
144 
55 
48 
33 
30 
22 
17 
2006 Social Democratic Party 
Moderate Party 
Centre Party 
Liberal Party 
Christian Democratic Party 
Left Party 
Green Party 
35.0 
26.2 
7.9 
7.5 
6.6 
5.8 
5.2 
130 
97 
29 
28 
24 
22 
19 
2010 Social Democratic Party 
Moderate Party 
Green Party 
Liberal Party 
Centre Party 
Sweden Democrats 
Left Party 
Christian Democratic Party 
30.7 
30.1 
7.3 
7.1 
6.6 
5.7 
5.6 
5.6 
112 
107 
25 
24 
23 
20 
19 
19 
2014 Social Democratic Party 
Moderate Party 
Sweden Democrats 
Green Party 
Centre Party 
Left Party 
Liberal Party 
Christian Democratic Party 
31.0 
23.3 
12.9 
6.9 
6.1 
5.7 
5.4 
4.6 
113 
84 
49 
25 
22 
21 
19 
16 
aOnly parties that reached the electoral threshold of 4%, thus resulting in parliamentary representation, 
have been included. 
bFormerly known as the Left Party Communists. 
Sources: Álvarez-Rivera, 2018; Nohlen & Stöver, 2010; Sveriges Riksdag, 2018. 
